Reading through the Clavis Sanationis' entries, it quickly occurred to me that Simon was particularly interested in the names and descriptions of plants more than their healing properties. Whenever possible, he provides synonyms and tells us of the many ways in which a plant can be named according to authors and places. Indeed, Simon's preface is very clear that linguistic variation around the names of the materia medica is an important factor of the transmission of texts, and one of the main difficulties for the readers and users of such books.
3 For the sake of both clarity and the history of medicine, Simon provided as much information as he could, even when a particular name did not seem to be in use any more: for he feared that some technical terms might be lost forever. This explains in great part why Simon's work, in theory at least, is so precious to historians of pharmacy and pharmacology: the Clavis sanationis may in some cases contain evidence of lost manuscripts, or of earlier recensions of medical treatises that we know. It also shows how the pharmacological texts of the past were read, understood, and used for the sake of therapeutics or simply for the sake of increasing knowledge. In the case of Galen, however, the particular case of the treatise on Simple medicines shows that Simon could not make much use of this text, and that the Clavis, in turn, has little to tell us about the textual history and for the edition of the text.
Galenic Sources in Simon's Clavis:
There is no evidence that Simon had access to Galen's works in the Greek original. Rather, it seems that he had to rely on a variety of Latin translations; those were made either from a Greek original or from its Arabic translation. In addition, the material is a curious mix of authentic and spurious works; some were transmitted in Latin as early as late antiquity, through Latin translations that were probably made in Italy, although not all can be traced back to the famous school of Ravenna -such is the case, however, of the treatise Ad Glauconem in two books, mentioned and quoted several times by Simon. 4 In the following, I list Galenic works mentioned in the preface, and works mentioned elsewhere in the text. Naturally, this survey is based on partial research in the Clavis and more titles could eventually appear. The difficulty lies in Simon's method of quotation: usually, Galen appears simply as 'Gal.', 'Gali.' or even 'G.' The latter makes searching the online edition of the Clavis slightly difficult, as the same abbreviation could be used for various other words. The same applies to work titles, which are not quoted consistently throughout the Clavis. Another problem is that Simon may not have cited his sources systematically; thus quotations of Galen could lie undetected in the text. But this is unlikely, given his usually scrupulous manner in referencing the material he used. Simon also specifies in the preface that some works, such as the Ad Glauconem, were not of great use to him when composing the Clavis sanationis. Thus it is certainly possible that he doesn't quote or mention works that he did not believe to be valuable.
Galenic Works Explicitly Mentioned in the Clavis sanationis:
N.B. : for each work I specify the language I surmise the text was translated from, whether Simon is explicit or not on this matter; I also provide examples from Simon's quotations to support each hypothesis.
-in the preface § 4: 15 The presence of genuinely Galenic material in that very popular text remains to be properly assessed.
Simon is often very clear that he used a translation from the Arabic or from the Greek; even when he is not explicit, it is relatively easy to spot a translation made from either language, as I hope the examples above make clear for each of the 'Galenic' works mentioned by Simon.
Due to variation in works' titles in the medieval period, the book called De secretis Galieni ('Galen's book on secrets'), translated from the Arabic, could have been one of two works, either the Liber secretorum ad Monteum ('The book on secrets for Monteus', in the form of a letter), or the De secretis virorum/ mulierorum ('On the secrets of men/women').
16 But a quick comparison between the passages cited by Simon and one of the editions of the Liber secretorum ad Monteum shows that Simon used that work, and not the other.
What source did Simon exactly use for each of these texts is of course difficult to state: it would be necessary to know of the textual transmission of each text in detail. Sometimes, as in the case of the treatise Natural faculties, there is a single mention of the text, and it makes it virtually impossible to make an attempted reconstitution of Simon's source. The relative lack of manuscripts transmitting Galenic works around the thirteenth century makes this task impossible. In the case of Galen's treatise on Simple medicines, it is particularly clear that Simon had little at hand when he wrote the Clavis. A simple hypothesis, however, is that he may have had access to a collection of Galenic works in Latin, perhaps bound with yet other texts by different authors. For some of the works he barely quotes (once or twice), he may even have used an intermediary source. At any rate, Galen's Simple medicines provide an interesting, if frustrating, case study.
Galen's Eleven Books On simple medicines and Simon's Clavis sanationis
The examples presented below show that Simon used exclusively a Latin translation of that text, and that it was made from the Arabic. For various reasons, it is very unlikely that he also viewed Greek manuscripts.
The Improbable Greek Manuscript.
In principle, Simon could have accessed Greek manuscripts in Italy. Some of Galen's books were produced in Southern Italy even before Simon's lifetime 17 . But in the case of Galen's Simple medicines, this hypothesis is difficult to back up. The Greek manuscript material is frustrating, because it is either in a poor condition, or fragmentary, or late and corrupt.
18 Nevertheless, we do have some relatively old manuscripts (the oldest dating from the tenth century). Their current condition and their usefulness for the edition vary. At any rate, they are likely to have remained in Constantinople from their creation in the tenth to fourteenth century until the fifteenth century, when they were re-used and sometimes restored by the likes of Demetrios Angelos and then brought to Italy. Such is the pattern for the manuscripts concerning the first part of the text, Books I-V: they have their origins in Constantinople.
19 But Books I-V on the one hand, and vI-XI on the other hand, have had a different fate. Each half of the text was transmitted in different manuscripts; the existence of copies of the full text is due to relatively late (fifteenth century) combination of manuscripts of both sections of the text. This bipartition of the Greek tradition is in part reflected in the indirect tradition, especially in Latin. Concerning the Greek manuscripts that are of interest for the edition of the second part of Simple medicines, the Palatinus gr. 31, for example, deserves further study: it is perhaps older than the fourteenth century date given by the catalogue, and I cannot prove at present that it never was in Italy, as it would require extensive research and direct 17 On this controversial topic, see for example Jean Irigoin, "La tradition de l'Ars medica de Galien dans l'Italie meridionale." Bollettino della Badia graeca di Grottaferrata N.S. 4 (1991): 5, 85-91; Anna Maria Ieraci Bio, "La trasmissione della letteratura medica greca nell'Italia meridionale fra X e Xv secolo." In Antonio Garzya (Ed.), Contributi alla cultura Greca nell'Italia meridionale, (Naples: Bibliopolis, 1989), 133-255 and Guglielmo Cavallo, "La trasmissione scritta della cultura greca antica in Calabria e in Sicilia tra i secoli X e Xv: Consistenza, tipologia, fruizione." Scrittura e Civiltà 4 (1980) 20 Therefore we cannot rule out the possibility of a Greek manuscript accessed by Simon of Genoa, but Simon himself does not give a hint of that, and I think that what we know of the manuscript tradition makes it difficult to give credit to this hypothesis.
I do not intend to describe at length the Greek tradition but, because it is of relevance later, I want to emphasize that, due to the dimensions of the text, too big perhaps for a single codex, the manuscripts each only have half of the text, either Books I-v or Books vI-XI, with the single exception of a fragmentary manuscript now in Milan, which has bits and pieces of Books v to IX and was perhaps our only old manuscript containing the entire text. 21 This bipartition had consequences for the history of the text: in the first place, the two parts of the treatise, the theoretical and the practical, are transmitted by different manuscripts and have two distinct textual histories. They were presumably not read together, or by the same people. The complete texts printed in the sixteenth century arise from reconstitutions made in the fifteenth to sixteenth century, when the two parts of the text were eventually -and artificiallybrought together from separate manuscripts.
Later on, the various translation movements in the East and in the West were influenced by this bipartition -in the medieval West, in particular, the Latin manuscripts usually display either Part I (Book I-V), or Part II (Books VI-XI). When the two parts appear together in a manuscript, it is not an indication that they belong to the same translation. Moreover, individual books may reflect several different translations, and the situation is not as clear as we might wish, as I will explain shortly. It is commonplace to distinguish between old, twelfth century translations made from the Arabic or, more rarely, from the Greek; and the second, bigger wave of translations in the fourteenth century, with a majority of Latin versions made from the Greek, for example by Niccolò da Reggio. This schematic approach does not do justice to the complexity of the transmission of all Galenic works, but in the case of Galen's treatise on Simple medicines, it works relatively well.
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20 There is no scholarship on this manuscript. The style of the handwriting, to me, looks similar to that of George Galesiotes; but this old-fashioned style remained popular for decades, which makes perilous any attempt at giving a secure date. The paper is oriental, hence bears no filigranes that would help locate the making of this manuscript in time and place. The examples that I append clearly show that Simon's explicit quotations from Galen's text come from a Latin translation made from a manuscript in Arabic. At the beginning of each of the entries in the Latin translation of Book VI, as it appears in two different sources, a printed edition of 1490 (the famous two-volume complete edition curated by Diomedes Bonardus, Venice) and a fourteenth century Latin manuscript (Vatican, BAV Pal. lat. 1094) , the text has an Arabic name (spelled in Latin characters) next to the Latin one. The printed edition, however, has chapter numbers and headings that are not found in the Pal. lat. 1094; there are also some slight orthographic differences. I presume that the editor used a different manuscript, not the Pal. lat. 1094, but it is the only one that I was able to check for the purpose of this study. 23 Most of the time, it is in fact inaccurate to talk of 'quotations' from Galen's text: indeed, Simon only mentions occurrences of plant names as found in Galen's text, or abruptly summarizes one of its brief chapters. Hence my study merely consists in identifying the relevant passages in the Latin translation ascribed to Gerard of Cremona, both in the 1490 edition and in ms. Pal. lat. 1094. Wherever possible, I also mention the Arabic word that corresponds to the Latin term, as provided by M. Ullmann in his Greco-Arabic dictionary. 24 On some occasions, the two translations of Book VI (one ascribed to Hunain, one by Al-Bitriq) studied by Ullmann differ, but the Latin word usually shows which model was used, and it is most certainly Hunain's. Quotations from Galen's Simple medicines, Book VI: The origin of the Latin translation is unclear. Richard Durling, who has studied in depth the Latin Galen, changed his mind over time about the translation of Galen's Simple medicines. He ascribed first the translation to Constantinus Africanus, then to Gerard of Cremona. The evidence for such an attribution is, in fact, thin: one of the manuscripts (Pal. lat. 1092, f. 22ra) ascribes the translation to Gerard. But this mention belongs to the first part of the text, and we cannot be certain that the same authorship applies to the second part, Books vI-XI.
28 An in-depth study of this Latin translation from book one to eleven would certainly be illuminating. However remote this prospect may be, even a preliminary study of this translation yields interesting results. First of all, the translation of Book vI (unlike other books) specifies one thing: the name of the author of the Arabic translation, Hunain son of Isaac, thus supporting the common opinion, also apparent in Arabic manuscripts, that Hunain translated Simple medicines, not his nephew Hubaish -but that is a debated question. 29 Secondly, the translation reflects a different bipartition than I expected.
As it happens, the material gathered by Durling (kindly put at my disposal by Stefania Fortuna) shows that a wealth of manuscripts have the Arabo-Latin translation of Books I-V, but very few contain Book VI and none have a full translation from the Arabic. In fact, Durling mentions manuscripts transmitting Books I-VI, or parts of Book VI alone, but no additional books. It is one of those few manuscripts (the Pal. lat. 1094) that I consulted next to the printed edition of 1490 to gain an insight of this translation. 30 This manuscript is usually dated from the fourteenth century and has a lot of marginal annotations (unfortunately, they are illegible on the poor printouts from microfilm which I have at my disposal). The other three manuscripts mentioned by Durling are of a similar date; they are Kues Hospital 297 (s. XIII-XIv), Par. lat. 9331 (s. XIv), and Vat. lat. 2385 (s. ?). I consulted the Par. lat. 9331 on microfilm.
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In fact, the translation of Books vII-XI published by Bonardus in 1490 is based on a Greek rather than an Arabic source. It is thus clear that Bonardus followed two different sources: one for Books I-vI (an Arabo-Latin translation), one for Books vII-XI (a Greco-Latin translation). He may have simply brought together two different translations: one made after a model in Arabic (Books I-vI), one made after a Greek one (vII-XI), probably later. He may also have used a Latin manuscript in which such a combination was made, as in the Par. lat. 9331. 32 The second section (Books vII-XI) is perhaps a part of the translation of Books vI-XI ascribed to Niccolo da Reggio. At any rate, Simon cannot have used the GrecoLatin translation, which was probably made decades after his death. 33 But it is a fact that some manuscripts contain only Book VI of Galen's Simple medicines in the Arabo-Latin translation ascribed to Gerardus of Cremona. It is therefore no wonder that Simon of Genoa should quote and even mention only Book VI 29 Cf. Ullmann, Wörterbuch…, Ivan Garofalo, "Un sondaggio sul De simplicium medicamentorum facultate di Galeno." in Clelia Sarnelli Cerqua (Ed.) Studi arabo-islamici in onore di Roberto Rubinacci nel suo settantesimo compleanno, (Napoli: Istituto Universitario Orientale, 1985), 317-325. 30 Galeni opera, Flippo Pinzi, 1490. The edition was curated by Diomedes Bonardus. 31 I owe additional information on these manuscripts and others to Stefania Fortuna, who is preparing the online catalogue of the Latin Galen; see my forthcoming article mentioned note 16. My inspection of a microfilm of Kues Hospital 297 shows that the manuscript contains books I-V of Gerardus' translation only. 32 According to my provisional observations, Bonardus could have used the Par lat. 9331, which displays exactly the same pattern; but some differences between the manuscript and the edition show that it wasn't his only source. 33 I. Ventura gives evidence to date the translation of Galen's Simples before 1332, based on Matteo Silvatico's Liber pandectarum; see Ventura Iolanda, Cultura medica a Napoli nel XIv secolo. In: Boccaccio Angioino. (Bruxelles, Lang, 2012), 251-288 (esp. p. 286) . of Galen's Simple medicines: it is possible that he accessed only Book VI in the Latin manuscripts at his disposal. It looks as if only Books I-VI were available in the thirteenth century; it is even possible that the translation of Book VI was available in separate manuscripts, as an excerpt; moreover, it may have been made separately from the other first five books. There is a notable difference in the Latin translation between Book vI and the other five books: it is only at the beginning of Book VI that Hunain is named as a translator; no such mention appears in the earlier books. Only a detailed stylistic study will help decide whether we deal with a distinct translation for Book VI. At any rate, the fact that Book VI circulated separately could explain why Simon seems unaware of the rest of the text.
The last two examples above (thirteen and fourteen), however, pose me a problem: I could not identify a mention of salamandra in Book VI in Greek; and I don't understand the topic of the last example, which refers to either Book IV, or Chapter IV in Book VI (cf. ex. 9). Of course, it would be helpful to be able to decide whether Simon actually also read Book IV. But overall, our evidence points to Book VI as the sole source used by Simon.
Looking at the evidence from the textual transmission of Simple medicines, it is clear that Simon used an older, but similar source to the Latin edition and manuscript I was able to check. Little variation is found between the 'quotations' in the Clavis and the Latin translation of Simple medicines Book VI as we know it, apart from slight variations in the spelling. This variation may be due to textual transmission problems, or to unstable methods in transliterating Arabic words. The Arabic terms studied by Ullmann in two different Arabic translations of Book VI, one by Al-Bitriq and one by Hunain, show that there can be slight spelling differences for the same word even in Arabic. Also, a comparison between the terms appearing in the Latin translation and the two Arabic versions shows that the Latin translator used the translation ascribed to Hunain and not Al-Bitriq (who relies more heavily on transliterations from the Greek). The latter probably never reached the West.
Simon's occasional quotations of Galen's Simple medicines do not contribute to our knowledge of its transmission. Indeed, we have several Arabic manuscripts and a few reliable Greek ones of roughly the same period as Simon: the Latin translation and Simon's quotations thus look like secondary material. As for Galen's place in Simon's project: it seems to be quite limited. There are less than fifteen explicit mentions of Simple Medicines Book VI in the Clavis. As is clear from the examples provided, Galen's text is usually abruptly summarized and used along other sources that feature more prominently in the Clavis, such as Pliny, Avicenna, Serapion, or Dioscorides. Simon actually states clearly in his preface that he disagrees with Galen about the importance of plant names (for all his philological sense, Galen did not want to put nomenclature forward in his treatise on simples). As I have shown in this brief study, however, the poor availability of Galen's text at the time explains in great part Simon's apparent lack of interest in his terminology and method. The theoretical part (Books I-V) of Galen's treatise may never have reached him in any language, and Books VII-XI certainly didn't.
It is important to realize that the Latin translation made from the Arabic was at times fairly remote from the original Greek text; there could be a number of reasons for this, such as the manifold stages of translation (from Greek to Syriac, then Arabic, then Latin), or the problems of transliteration and copying. At any rate, the relative rarity of many a plant name in Galen's catalogue certainly proved an aggravating factor. In order to illustrate what must have been an additional difficulty for Simon's enterprise, I would like to compare more closely a Greek passage from Book VI with Simon's reading of the Latin translation. I have selected Chapter VI, 4 about a kind of bugloss, a plant from the family of the Boraginaceae of which the various species have entailed confusion even in modern nomenclature.
34 This brief case study shows that such confusion was already strong in ancient texts.
I append (see annexe) a small sample edition of the Greek (namely Chapter 4 of Book VI, on anchusa). Naturally, this is all provisional, based on the essential manuscripts at our disposal. It is tempting to contrast the Greek chapter with Simon's Lemmas 5 and 9 (above) about anchusa and lactuca asini or asinar. In Lemma 5, Simon points out the four species of anchusa mentioned by Galen together with their names, but ends up saying that all those names are 'corrupt in Greek' (greco corrupta). Where the Greek has ὀνόκλεια, λυκαψὸς, ὀνόχειλος, and Ἀλκιβιαδεῖον, in Latin Simon mentions (Lemma 5) simar, locasus, abugelabus, and one anonymous species (but he also adds the name of albucidion); in another lemma (9) , he provides in addition onocalia next to locasus and abugelabus as species of asinar. Indeed, the terms simar, locasus, and abugelabus (and even onocalia, albeit closer to the Greek) transferred from Arabic and did not necessarily ring a bell for someone familiar with Greek pharmacopeia, Simon prefers to use Avicenna's terms, which he deemed more reliable, probably because they had grown more common and were widely used; unlike the terms used in Galen's Book VI as transmitted in a Latin version. When you read this chapter in Greek in the Kühn edition, you may indeed believe at first sight, like Simon, that the names are corrupt: twice in the same chapter, one can read λύκοψις, instead of the original form λυκαψὸς. But in this case, as the apparatus shows, the Greek manuscripts provide all the necessary material to edit the text correctly; neither the Arabic, nor the Latin are of any help. At any rate, the Arabo-Latin translation gives a poor rendering of the Greek terms; it is no wonder that Simon should have found the plant names 'corrupt'. For Simon, the Latin translation obscured the original text more than it revealed it; and even Avicenna got the Greek alkibiadeion wrong, if we are to trust the mixed-up form albucidon cited by Simon in the same passage. The various species of anchusa (and their names) are an example of poor transmission via the medieval Arabic and Latin translations. The correct names of the four anchusai actually appear in Dioscorides, not just in Galen, but this fact, too, escaped Simon's research. One century later, he could have read a more complete text. But even then, the Latin translation of Galen's treatise Simple Medicines in its entirety could barely be completed, and it certainly failed to become widely available. 35 Contrary to what I would have expected then, Galen's treatise Simple medicines, which had become a classic in the Islamic world, may have reached a similar status in the medieval West only later.
35 Virtually all medieval Latin manuscripts have only a partial text, unless the treatise was artificially completed by using two different translations (Books I-v or I-vI from the Arabic, the remaining books from the Greek). An exception lies in ms. Urbinas lat. 248, which, according to R. Durling (information courtesy of Stefania Fortuna), has preserved a complete Latin translation from the Greek: six manuscripts provide a combination of both the Arabo-Latin and the Greco-Latin translations: they are Par. lat. 9331, Paris, Académie de médecine 52 and 53, Vat. lat. 2388, Dresden, SLUB Db 92-93 , Erfurt, Universitätsbibliothek 278. On the importance of this translation, ascribed to Niccolò da Reggio: see my forthcoming study (mentioned note 16) of the Latin tradition of Galen's Simple medicines.
